To:  Ostrander,  David[Ostrander.David@epa.gov];  Way,  Steven[way. steven@epa.gov] 

Cc:  Sisk,  Richard[Sisk.Richard@epa.gov];  StClair,  Christie[StClair.Christie@epa.gov] 

From:  Myers,  Craig 

Sent:  Wed  10/21/2015  3:24:38  PM 

Subject:  RE:  Richard/David  - RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


This  is  all  largely  correct.  The  waste  should  be  subject  to  the  Bevill  exemption  to  RCRA,  or  that 
would  be  my  position.  It’s  a gravity  concentration  and  filtering  process,  which  fits  the  description. 


On-site  disposal  - at  Gladstone  or  at  the  dump  up  top  - we  would  be  following  substantive 
provisions  of  DRMS  mine  waste  disposal  regulations  and  any  other  solid  waste  rules  at  the 
federal  or  state  level.  They  would  be  ARARs,  so  we  would  do  the  best  we  could  given  the 
exigencies  of  the  situation  (slope  angles,  cover/cap  thickness,  etc). 


Off-site  - even  if  this  waste  is  exempt  from  RCRA,  we  still  have  to  profile  it  to  get  a disposal 
facility  to  accept  it.  It’s  not  a hazardous  waste,  but  if  it  fails  TCLP,  most  non-haz  facilities  won’t 
risk  taking  it. 


However,  this  text  is  specific  about  the  settling  pond  solids.  This  should  apply  to  all  solids  being 
generated  by  treatment,  either  in  the  ponds  or  from  the  geotubes  at  the  plant.  It’s  the  same 
waste,  and  largely  the  same  process. 


Steve? 


Craig  Myers 

Federal  On-Scene  Coordinator 

U.S.  EPA  Region  8 Emergency  Response  Unit 

1595  Wynkoop  St 

Denver,  CO  80202 

Phone:  303.312.7067 

Cell:  303.808.1738 

email:  mvers.craiq@epa.gov 
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From:  Ostrander,  David 

Sent:  Wednesday,  October  21,  2015  8:35  AM 

To:  Way,  Steven;  Myers,  Craig 

Cc:  Sisk,  Richard;  StClair,  Christie 

Subject:  Fwd:  Richard/David  - RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


I need  help  with  this.  I'm  not  sure  Richards  original  statement  is  accurate.  Can  you  help? 
Sent  from  my  iPhone 
Begin  forwarded  message: 

From:  "Card,  Joan"  <Card.Joan@epa.gov> 

Date:  October  21,  2015  at  8:03:53  AM  MDT 

To:  "StClair,  Christie"  <StClair. Christie@epa.gov>.  "Ostrander,  David" 

<Ostrander.  David@epa.gov>.  R8  GKM  Leadership  Team 
<R8  GKM  l.caderslhp Team@epa.gov> 

Cc:  "Grantham,  Nancy"  <Grantham . N ancv @ epa . gov>.  "Sisk,  Richard" 

<Sisk.Richard@epa.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Richard/David  - RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King 
Mine 

+ Richard 


From:  StClair,  Christie 

Sent:  Wednesday,  October  21,  2015  7:56  AM 
To:  Ostrander,  David;  R8  GKM  Leadership  Team 
Cc:  Grantham,  Nancy 

Subject:  Richard/David  - RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


The  reporter  is  pinging,  wanting  the  criteria  we  will  use  to  make  a determination  on  where 
to  dispose  the  waste  from  the  treatment  plant. 
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Here’s  an  edited  version  of  Richard  Sisk’s  info,  Richard  and  David,  please  review  ASAP 
and  let  me  know  if  this  works. 


The  settling  ponds  and  the  solids  in  the  settling  ponds  may  be  reclaimed  in  place  in 
compliance  with  the  substantive  provisions  of  the  DRMS  regulations.  Alternatively,  the 
solids  may  be  excavated  and  disposed  in  an  on-site  repository  constructed  in  compliance 
with  the  substantive  provisions  of  federal  and  state  solid  waste  regulations.  For  the  off-site 
option,  the  solids  would  need  to  be  characterized  and  then,  based  on  that  characterization, 
would  be  transported  and  disposed  at  an  appropriate  disposal  facility.  We  have  not  yet 
made  a decision  on  how  to  handle  the  waste,  but  I’ll  be  glad  to  follow  up  with  you  when  one 
is  made. 


Thanks, 

Christie 


Christie  St.  Clair 
Office  of  Public  Affairs 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Washington,  DC 
o:  202-564-2880 
m:  202-768-5780 


From:  StClair,  Christie 

Sent:  Wednesday,  October  14,  2015  4:18  PM 
To:  Ostrander,  David  <Ostrander.David@epa.qov> 

Subject:  RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 
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OK  to  revise  as  follows? 


The  settling  ponds  and  the  solids  in  the  settling  ponds  may  be  reclaimed  in  place  in 
compliance  with  the  substantive  provisions  of  the  DRMS  regulations.  Alternatively,  the 
solids  may  be  excavated  and  disposed  in  an  on-site  repository  constructed  in  compliance 
with  the  substantive  provisions  of  federal  and  state  solid  waste  regulations.  For  the  off-site 
option,  the  solids  would  need  to  be  characterized  and  then,  based  on  that  characterization, 
would  be  transported  and  disposed  at  an  appropriate  disposal  facility.  We  have  not  yet 
made  a decision  on  how  to  handle  the  waste,  but  I’ll  be  glad  to  follow  up  with  you  when  one 
is  made. 


Christie  St.  Clair 
Office  of  Public  Affairs 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Washington,  DC 
o:  202-564-2880 
m:  202-768-5780 


From:  Ostrander,  David 

Sent:  Wednesday,  October  14,  2015  4:04  PM 

To:  StClair,  Christie 

Subject:  FW:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Here  is  more  on  the  disposal  response.  Can  you  please  share. 


From:  Sisk,  Richard 
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Sent:  Wednesday,  October  14,  2015  11:14  AM 
To:  Hestmark,  Martin;  Ostrander,  David 

Cc:  Madigan,  Andrea;  Land,  Kelcey;  Rudy,  Michael;  McCaffrey,  Shawn;  Piggott,  Amelia; 
Bohan,  Suzanne 

Subject:  RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Martin  and  David  - Below  is  a very  simple  presentation  of  the  options  I see  for  dealing  with 
the  solids  in  the  settling  ponds.  I could  get  more  into  the  ARARs  issues,  Beville  exemption 
issues,  etc.  but  didn’t  think  you  wanted  such  detail.  This  doesn’t  completely  answer  the 
questions  but  I assume  we  are  unsure  exactly  what  we  are  going  to  do  at  this  point  with  the 
settling  ponds,  right?  If  so,  we  should  let  this  person  know  that  the  final  decision  on  this 
issue  has  not  been  made. 


Let  me  know  if  you  think  this  will  work. 


EPA  has  two  main  options  with  these  materials,  handling  them  on-site  or  excavating  them 
and  disposing  them  off-site.  For  the  on-site  options,  the  settling  ponds  and  the  solids  in  the 
settling  ponds  may  be  reclaimed  in  place  in  compliance  with  the  substantive  provisions  of 
the  DRMS  regulations,  or  the  solids  may  be  excavated  and  disposed  in  an  on-site 
repository  constructed  in  compliance  with  the  substantive  provisions  of  federal  and  state 
solid  waste  regulations.  For  the  off-site  option,  the  solids  would  need  to  be  characterized 
and  based  on  that  characterization  the  material  would  be  transported  and  disposed  at  an 
appropriate  disposal  facility. 


Richard  Sisk 
Attorney 

U.S.  EPA  Region  8 
ENF-L 

1595  Wynkoop 
Denver,  CO  80202-1129 

Phone:  303-312-6638 
Fax:  303-312-6409 

E-mail:  sisk.richard@epa.gov 

NOTICE:  The  information  contained  in  this  e-mail  is  intended  only  for  the  use  of  the  recipient(s) 
named  above.  This  message  and  any  attachments  may  contain  confidential  or  privileged 
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information.  If  the  reader  is  not  the  intended  recipient  or  an  agent  responsible  for  delivering  it  to  the 
intended  recipient,  you  have  received  this  document  in  error  and  any  review,  dissemination, 
disclosure,  distribution,  use,  or  copying  of  the  contents  of  this  message  is  strictly  prohibited.  If  you 
have  received  this  communication  in  error,  please  notify  me  immediately  by  e-mail  or  telephone  and 
destroy  all  copies  of  the  original  message  and  any  attachments. 


From:  Hestmark,  Martin 

Sent:  Wednesday,  October  14,  2015  9:40  AM 

To:  Sisk,  Richard;  Ostrander,  David 

Subject:  FW:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Richard  - Here  you  go. 


From:  Hestmark,  Martin 

Sent:  Wednesday,  October  14,  2015  7:45  AM 

To:  Grantham,  Nancy;  Smith,  Paula;  Ostrander,  David 

Cc:  McClain-Vanderpool,  Lisa;  Faulk,  Libby 

Subject:  RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


The  concentrations  of  metals  in  the  solids  in  the  pond  will  inform  where  the  material  is 
ultimately  disposed  of.  Our  options  are  to  dispose  of  the  material  in  a Superfund  repository, 
or  to  dispose  of  the  material  in  a solid  waste  landfill . 


From:  Grantham,  Nancy 

Sent:  Wednesday,  October  14,  2015  6:09  AM 

To:  Smith,  Paula;  Hestmark,  Martin;  Ostrander,  David 

Cc:  McClain-Vanderpool,  Lisa;  Faulk,  Libby 

Subject:  RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Hi  - just  checking  on  the  status  of  this  info. 


Thanks  ng 
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From:  Smith,  Paula 

Sent:  Tuesday,  October  13,  2015  1:41  PM 

To:  Hestmark,  Martin  <Hestmark.Martin@epa.gov>:  Ostrander,  David 

<Ostrander.David@epa.qov> 

Cc:  Grantham,  Nancy  <Grantham.Nancv@epa.qov>;  McClain-Vanderpool,  Lisa  <Mcclain- 
Vanderpool.Lisa@epa.qov>:  Faulk,  Libby  <Faulk.Libbv@epa.qov> 

Subject:  FW:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 

Importance:  High 


David  and  Martin-  Can  you  get  us  a response  to  the  question  below  ASAP?  Thanks! 


- Paula 


From:  Grantham,  Nancy 

Sent:  Tuesday,  October  13,  2015  10:58  AM 

To:  StClair,  Christie;  Smith,  Paula 

Subject:  FW:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Hi  Paula  and  Christie, 


I sent  the  map  she  was  looking  for  - can  the  region  get  us  an  answer  to  the  additional 
question  below. 


Thanks  ng 


From:  Lisa  Marie  Jacobs  fmailto:j  Personal  Emaii/Ex.  6 ] 

Sent:  Monday,  October  12,  2015 ’9T12  PM 

To:  Grantham,  Nancy  <Grantham.Nancy@epa.qov> 


Subject:  Re:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Thanks,  Nancy. 
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There  was  no  map  attached.  Do  you  happen  to  have  that? 

Also,  we  are  still  very  interested  in  knowing  where  the  waste  will  end  up.  I understand  that 
the  sampling  will  determine  where  it  goes,  but  what  exactly  are  those  possibilities?  A 
landfill?  Buried  on  private  land  or  public  land?  And  what  criteria  are  used  to  make  the 
determination  for  whatever  choices  are  available? 

I now  have  a very  tight  deadline,  so  if  I could  get  this  information  quickly,  that  would  be 
helpful. 

Thanks, 

Lisa  Marie 


On  Mon,  Oct  12,  2015  at  6:40  PM,  Grantham,  Nancy  <Grantham . N ancv @ epa . gov>  wrote: 

Hi  Lisa  Marie, 


Sorry  for  the  delay;  please  find  answers  to  your  questions  below. 


Thank  you. 


Nancy  Grantham 


1 . Without  a plume  model,  it  seems  that  the  sampling  plan  lacks  pertinent 
information.  Specifically,  how  does  the  sampling  plan  provide  statistically 
meaningful  information  on  the  plume  itself?  The  aerial  photographs  do  not 
provide  any  information  about  what  is  happening  on  the  bottom  of  the  river,  or 
the  flora  and  soil  on  the  riverbanks  or  its  tributaries. 

a.  The  purpose  of  the  long-term  monitoring  plan  (Post-GKM  Release  Incident 
Conceptual  Monitoring  Plan)  is  not  to  characterize  the  plume  itself  but  rather  to 
collect  data  in  the  surface  waterbodies  potentially  impacted  by  the  GKM 
Release  Incident  to  determine  if  water  and  sediment  quality  trends  are  similar 
to  trends  observed  before  the  GKM  Release  Incident.  While  the  latest 
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monitoring  information  after  the  GKM  Release  Incident  shows  contaminant 
levels  have  returned  to  pre-spill  levels,  this  study’s  monitoring  information  will 
serve  to  inform  if  these  findings  remain  consistent  across  the  range  of  annual 
flow  conditions. 


2.  The  plan  mentions  Region  8,  but  not  Region  6 or  9.  It  seems  to  omit 
Colorado  altogether.  Are  there  separate  plans  for  each  region? 

a.  The  plan  includes  23  sampling  locations  that  span  the  entire  watershed. 
Locations  were  selected  to  ensure  distribution  of  sampling  locations  across 
state  and  tribal  jurisdictions  and  includes  locations  in  Colorado,  Southern  Ute 
Reservation,  New  Mexico,  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Reservation,  Navajo  Nation,  and 
Utah.  Sites  in  Colorado,  Southern  Ute  Reservation,  Ute  Mountain  Ute 
Reservation,  and  Utah  fall  within  EPA  Region  8.  Sites  in  New  Mexico  fall 
within  EPA  Region  6.  Sites  in  the  Navajo  Nation  fall  within  EPA  Region  9.  I’ve 
attached  a map  which  shows  the  sampling  locations  identified  in  the  plan. 


3.  The  interim  plan  seems  to  lack  any  input  from  veterinarians,  medical 
toxicologists  or  agricultural  toxicologists.  How  will  EPA  assess  potential  health 
impacts  to  humans,  wildlife,  livestock  and  crops? 

a.  The  Post-GKM  Release  Incident  Conceptual  Monitoring  Plan  was 
developed  with  input  from  EPA  staff  with  a broad  range  of  expertise  including 
aquatic  toxicologists,  human  health  toxicologists,  pharmacologists,  risk 
assessors,  biologists,  environmental  scientists,  geographic  information 
specialists,  and  a Doctor  of  Veterinary  Medicine. 


For  water  quality  results,  EPA  plans  to  assess  potential  impacts  to  human 
health,  aquatic  life,  and  agricultural  uses  by  comparing  water  quality  results  of 
this  study  against  water  quality  standards  of  the  states,  tribes,  and  EPA’s 
national  water  quality  criteria  recommendations. 


4.  Also,  we  had  requested  information  about  the  concentrations  in  the 
containment  ponds.  We  viewed  three  ponds  where  lime  is  being  added,  which 
we  understand  results  in  heavy  metals  forming  hydroxates  that  fall  to  the 
bottom.  How  will  that  waste  be  dealt  with?  Will  it  be  tested  for  safety,  and 
where  will  it  end  up?  How  will  the  EPA  determine  when  the  ponds  will  be 
opened  and  released  downstream?  Is  there  a plan  to  monitor  those 
discharges? 
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a.  The  treatment  process  in  use  at  the  mine  is  a standard  metal  hydroxide 
precipitation.  Precipitates  and  sediments  in  the  treatment  ponds  will  be 
sampled  prior  to  disposal.  The  final  disposal  location  will  be  determined  by  the 
sample  results.  Ponds  will  not  be  opened  for  release.  Instead,  all  water  will  be 
pumped  out  of  ponds  and  treated  prior  to  release.  Pond  sediments/sludge  will 
be  disposed  of  properly  based  on  sample  results. 


From:  Lisa  Marie  Jacobs  [mailto:|  Personal  EmaN/Ex.  6 
Sent:  Saturday,  October  10,  2015  T0:52’  AM 
To:  StClair,  Christie  <StClair.Christie@epa.qov> 

Cc:  r Peisonal  EmaM/Ex.  6 j Foytlifl  <j  Personal  Email/Ex.  6 j|  Grantham,  Nancy 

<Grantham.Nanicv@epa.gov> 


Subject:  Re:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Hi  Christie, 

Any  update  on  this  information?  Deadlines  are  drawing  close. 
Thanks, 

Lisa  Marie 


On  Thu,  Oct  8,  2015  at  10:43  AM,  StClair,  Christie  <StClair.Christie@epa.gov> 
wrote: 

Hi  Lisa, 


This  is  just  going  through  final  reviews  for  accuracy,  I should  be  able  to  get  you 
something  today. 


Christie 
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Christie  St.  Clair 


Office  of  Public  Affairs 


Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Washington,  DC 
o:  202-564-2880 
m:  202-768-5780 


From:  Lisa  Marie  Jacobs  fmailtog  Pe7s'onarEmaM/Exr6' 
Sent:  Wednesday,  October  07,  2015  8:15  PM 
To:  StClair,  Christie 

Cc:  | Personal  Emaii/Ex.  6 jFoytlin;  Grantham,  Nancy 


Subject:  RE:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Hello,  just  touching  bases  regarding  my  previous  questions.  Our  journal  deadline 
is  approaching. 

Lisa  Marie 

On  Sep  30,  2015  3:23  PM,  "StClair,  Christie"  <StClair.Chri stie@epa.gov>  wrote: 
Ok,  will  let  the  team  know. 


Christie  St.  Clair 
Office  of  Public  Affairs 
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Environmental  Protection  Agency 


Washington,  DC 
o:  202-564-2880 
m:  202-768-5780 


From:  Lisa  Marie  Jacobs  [mailto:|  Personal  Email/Ex.  6 
Sent:  Wednesday,  September  30,  2015  5:19  PM 
To:  StClair,  Christie 

Cc:  Grantham,  Nancy;  foytlinfam@cox.net  Foytlin 

Subject:  Re:  Response  to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


If  I could  get  information  by  mid-week  of  next  week,  that  would  work. 
Thank  you, 

Lisa  Marie 


On  Wed,  Sep  30,  2015  at  1:47  PM,  StClair,  Christie 

<StClair , Chris  tied/  epa . go  v>  wrote: 

Understood,  Lisa  Marie.  What  kind  of  a deadline  are  you  working  on  for 
this? 


And  great  to  meet  you! 


Christie 
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Christie  St.  Clair 


Office  of  Public  Affairs 


Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Washington,  DC 
o:  202-564-2880 
m:  202-768-5780 


From:  Lisa  Marie  Jacobs  [mailtoj  Personal  Emaii/Ex.  6 j 
Sent:  Wednesday,  September  30,  2015  2:54  PM 
To:  Grantham,  Nancy 

Cc:  f personal  Email/Ex.  6 poytlin;  StClair,  Christie 
Su bjecty'RET’Response' to  your  questions  regarding  Gold  King  Mine 


Nancy,  thank  you  so  much.  If  it  is  possible  to  communicate  with  experts 
in  relative  fields,  that  would  be  wonderful. 

Lisa  Marie  Jacobs 

On  Sep  30,  20 1 5 1 1 : 1 8 AM,  "Grantham,  Nancy" 

<Grantham .Nancy@epa. gov>  wrote: 

Hi  Lisa  Marie, 


Regarding  your  follow  up  questions  below,  I wanted  to  connect 
you  with  my  colleague,  Christie  St.  Clair  in  EPA’s  Washington,  DC 
press  office.  She  will  facilitate  getting  answers  to  your  questions. 


Thank  you. 


Nancy  Grantham 
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From:  Lisa  Marie  Jacobs  [mailtoj  Pere^iEmaiuEtTs  | 
Sent:  Wednesday,  September  23,  2015  1:40  PM 
To:  Grantham,  Nancy  <Grantham.Nancv@epa.gov>:  Cherri 
Foytlin  ^ Personal  Email/Ex.  6 I 

S u bj ecty'Re'  KespdhseTo’  y ou r questions  regarding  Gold  King 
Mine 


Dear  Ms.  Grantham, 


Thank  you  for  providing  the  additional  information,  however,  we 
still  have  some  unanswered  questions. 


Without  a plume  model,  it  seems  that  the  sampling  plan  lacks 
pertinent  information.  Specifically,  how  does  the  sampling  plan 
provide  statistically  meaningful  information  on  the  plume  itself? 
The  aerial  photographs  do  not  provide  any  information  about  what 
is  happening  on  the  bottom  of  the  river,  or  the  flora  and  soil  on  the 
riverbanks  or  its  tributaries.  The  plan  mentions  Region  8,  but  not 
Region  6 or  9.  It  seems  to  omit  Colorado  altogether.  Are  there 
separate  plans  for  each  region? 


The  interim  plan  seems  to  lack  any  input  from  veterinarians, 
medical  toxicologists  or  agricultural  toxicologists.  How  will  EPA 
assess  potential  health  impacts  to  humans,  wildlife,  livestock  and 
crops? 


Also,  we  had  requested  information  about  the  concentrations  in  the 
containment  ponds.  We  viewed  three  ponds  where  lime  is  being 
added,  which  we  understand  results  in  heavy  metals  forming 
hydroxates  that  fall  to  the  bottom.  How  will  that  waste  be  dealt 
with?  Will  it  be  tested  for  safety,  and  where  will  it  end  up?  How 
will  the  EPA  determine  when  the  ponds  will  be  opened  and 
released  downstream?  Is  there  a plan  to  monitor  those  discharges? 
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Again,  we  thank  you  for  your  help. 


Lisa  Marie  Jacobs 

The  ALERT  Project,  a project  of  Earth  Island  Institute 

970-903-6818 


Cherri  Foytlin 
Bridge  the  Gulf 
Huffmgton  Post 


On  Sun,  Sep  13,  2015  at  7:41  AM,  Grantham,  Nancy 

<Grantham  Nancy@epa.gov>  wrote: 


Hi  Lisa  Marie, 


Good  meeting  you  in  Durango.  I hope  you  are  well.  We 
wanted  to  send  you  responses  and  updates  to  your 
questions. 


Attached  are  copies  of  the  sampling  plans  for  the  teams 
working  on  the  effort.  I hope  they  are  helpful.  You  will  see 
that  some  are  marked  interim  and  I wanted  to  note  that  it  is 
not  uncommon  for  sampling  plans  to  be  called  interim  final  as 
they  are  designed  to  be  updated/re-evaluated  as 
conditions/needs  change  during  the  response. 


I don’t  have  the  names  of  the  laboratories  but  will  send  them 
along  when  I get  them.  You  asked  me  about  plume  modeling 
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during  the  incident.  As  far  as  we  can  tell,  none  of  the 
response  organizations  conducted  plume  modeling  to  project 
the  movement  down  the  river.  We  did  fly  our  aircraft, 
ASPECT,  to  monitoring  the  plume  as  it  progressed.  Photos 
from  ASPECT  can  be  found  here  - https://flic.kr/p/y6Nf1s  , 
https://flic.kr/p/y6UvZX , https://flic.kr/p/ym6N9o  , 
https://flic.kr/p/yp953R.  The  four  treatment  ponds  allow  use  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  suspended  metals  and  adjust  the  PH 
before  the  mine  water  flows  into  the  creek.  The  sediment  in 
the  ponds  will  be  tested  and  the  results  will  determine  the 
appropriate  disposal.  Disposal  isn’t  taking  place  yet  since 
they  are  still  in  use. 


The  time  of  NPL  listing  varies  based  on  a lot  of  different 
factors  (how  quickly  the  preliminary  assessment/site 
inspection  can  be  done,  the  Hazard  Ranking  System  (HRS) 
score,  support  by  the  community  and  state,  and  more).  That 
said  - once  all  of  those  things  are  done  - sites  are  proposed 
to  the  NPL  twice  a year  and  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
for  comment.  In  general  - it  takes  12  to  18  months  to  move 
from  proposed  to  final.  But  a lot  of  work  has  to  happen  before 
a site  is  proposed  to  the  NPL. 


Thank  you. 


Nancy  Grantham 

857-829-8250 
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